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1-1. Gathering of food and non-food items is recognized as very important to the Burns Paiute Tribe.  The 
supplemental DEIS discusses this and attempts to analyze potential effects on and relative benefits to:  road 
access, forest restoration and sustainability of resources, fuelwood availability, and potential for employment.  
See SDEIS, pages 2-3 through 2-5, 2-11, 2-14, 2-16, 3-4 through 3-7, 3-14 and 3-15. See also the FEIS chapters 
3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and 
Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
1-2. This has been addressed in the SDEIS and the FEIS. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration 

Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
1-3. This was not identified as an issue during scoping, so the effects on these species were not analyzed in the 

DEIS. The FEIS chapter 4 describes the effects to many of these species. Most root crops like bitterroot, 
biscuit root and camas occupy areas that are generally unaffected by the activities we are proposing. Proposed 
activities were also designed to move vegetation towards its historic range of variability. 

 
Since these are all species that developed in a fire environment, prescribed fire should have limited effects on 
them.  The most common effect would be to kill the older growth in the perennial plants and regenerate 
younger plants.  Also, since prescribed fire would occur in a mosaic pattern, there should be limited effects on 
species.  Since the majority of the prescribed burning is to be done in the spring, there should be little effect on 
riparian vegetation; riparian areas are usually too wet to burn in the spring. 
 
Cutting juniper should reduce the amount of juniper in the project area, but compared to the total amount of 
juniper in the watershed, there would be little effect.  There are still numerous stands of juniper throughout the 
watershed that are not being treated. 
 
Manual vegetation management activities would occur in all seasons, over several years, and throughout the 
watershed.  There would be no effects on riparian vegetation since INFISH buffers would be adhered to. 
 

1-4. Proposed management activities, including reintroduction of fire, should increase big game habitat (big game 
populations are managed by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife).  Forage for big game would be 
enhanced while thermal and hiding cover may be reduced. Prescribed fire should also increase forage for 
rabbits and marmots.  There should be a benefit to aquatic species (redband trout, ducks and geese) from 
proposed management in the long term, which is explained in BE/BA, pages 31-39, Appendix C. 

 
1-5. The Silvies Canyon SDEIS pages 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, and 2-14 disclosed the importance of the area to the Burns 

Paiute Tribe, and the current and historic uses of the area by the Tribe.  Chapter 3 disclosed the effects by 
alternative to the Tribe.  This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed 
Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
1-6. Although Alternative Four is preferred for vegetation treatment, the access management (road closures) 

portion was not preferred, primarily because it could have a significant impact on the Burns Paiute Tribe, the 
elderly, and the mobility impaired. 

 
Under the Preferred Alternative, motorized access into areas still exists.  Approximately 227 miles of roads 
would remain open in this watershed.  Closures predominantly would address those spurs that serve no 
purpose other than to access old logging units, and those roads that are causing environmental damage.  Road 
closures and decommissioning were designed to benefit fish and wildlife. Motorized access was identified as a 
significant issue in the FEIS chapter 1. Permits are available to access closed roads when justified. 

 
1-7. No spraying of noxious weeds was proposed as part of the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project.  In 

the DEIS, the treatment of 6 sites by “hand pulling and grubbing” was considered (DEIS, page 2-27). In the 
FEIS, the analysis of 12 sites by “hand pulling and grubbing” is considered (FEIS chapter 2). 

 
For cumulative effects analysis and tiering, the DEIS referenced the Malheur National Forest Noxious Weed 
Environmental Analysis (April 2000) and Decision Notice and FONSI (June 26, 2000) under which 63 sites in 
the Silvies Canyon project area were proposed to be treated with herbicides and two sites with hand pulling.  
This EA is not open for review or appeal in this EIS.  However, since the 2000 decision, an appeal has resulted 
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in treatment of the 63 sites to be changed to manual treatment. The FEIS has been updated to include this 
information. 

 
1-8. In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of 

the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and 
Effects (June 1, 2003). 
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2-1. Your preference most closely matches Alternative Three, with the exception that you would prefer no 
management activity within the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area.  Thank you for your comment, it has been 
incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative record for this project. 

 
2-2. The No Action Alternative (Alternative One) and Alternative 7a propose no management activities in the 

Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. See FEIS chapter 2 for more information. 
 
2-3. The cover table in Chapter 3 of the FEIS shows that, prior to proposed actions, some subwatersheds met the 

Forest Plan standard for deer and elk winter range cover while other subwatersheds did not meet Forest Plan 
standards. 

 
After treatment some big game cover values, both in winter range and in summer range, will be reduced below 
current values or below Forest Plan standards (see cover table in Chapter 4 of the FEIS) in Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 
7, and 7a.  As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, a Forest plan amendment would be necessary to reduce 
cover below the Forest Plan standards or below existing conditions that do not meet standards. As 
recommended in the Malheur Forest Plan (IV-28), hiding cover would be retained in unthinned patches to 
mitigate a shortage in satisfactory cover (Chapter 2). Analysis of effects of going below standards is included in 
the FEIS, Chapter 4. 

 
2-4. Commercial harvesting in LOS (Late and Old Structure) is designed to maintain and enhance large tree 

structure. No trees 21 inches dbh (diameter at breast height) or greater would be harvested except in aspen 
stands under Alternative 4. No harvest is proposed in Dedicated Old Growth. Refer to FEIS chapter 4 for the 
effects to LOS and Old Growth. 

 
2-5. The purpose and need for this project is described in the FEIS chapter 1. Generally the purpose of the 

proposed project is to protect the National Forest and increase forest health and long-term sustainability 
(DEIS 1-10).  Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the project BE/BA (Appendix C) describe the potential effects to 
TES (threatened, endangered, and sensitive) species.  Even though there may be short-term effects to some 
TES species, the long-term benefits of healthy riparian areas and forests would improve habitat for these 
species. 
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3-1. Livestock grazing is considered outside the scope of this project. Cattle grazing is a permitted use on the 
Malheur National Forest, as documented in the Forest Plan. Changes to the permit, in the numbers, type, 
distribution, timing, or duration of livestock grazed, is considered outside the scope of this project (40 CFR 
1508.25). The effects of these activities are considered as part of the NEPA analysis for the reissuance of 
grazing permits, which is tentatively scheduled for Silvies, Big Sagehen, Crooked Creek and Scotty Allotments 
in 2003 – 2005. Myrtle, West Myrtle and Scatfield Allotments have current grazing EAs completed in 1996;  
Rainbow Allotment has a current grazing EA completed in 1991. These actions were not considered in this 
analysis pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.4(c)(2) (FEIS chapter 1, DEIS pg 1-23). More discussion on cumulative 
effects of grazing is found in the final EIS. 

 
3-2. The 8’ tall fence (DEIS, page 2-16) is an option for fence around aspen stands.  The fences are usually in place 

for ten years or until young aspen have reached 8’ in height. See also the FEIS chapter 2. 
 
3-3. Livestock grazing was considered outside the scope of this project. INFISH covers a broad area and therefore 

doesn’t try to dictate specific stubble height standards.  The Forest has used INFISH as well as other references 
and an interdisciplinary process in developing stubble heights. See also response to 3-1. 

 
3-4. The presence of sage grouse leks in the project area would be unlikely due to the early nesting period of this 

species. In most years, the project area would have snow on the ground during the nesting season. However, 
the effects on sage grouse were reanalyzed in the BE/BA (Appendix C) and the FEIS (Chapter 4) after a 
potential transitional lek (a site used only in years with little snow) was reported just south of the project area. A 
determination of “may impact individuals and their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards 
federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population of this species” was made because of the potential 
for effects. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife conducts sage grouse lek surveys, and none were found in 
the project area. Surveys would be done for nesting sage grouse prior to any treatments in spring in sagebrush 
habitats (see Monitoring in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). If nesting sage grouse were found, design features (FEIS, 
Chapter 2) would be used to protect nesting grouse. The effects of this project on several sagebrush associated 
species including sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, pronghorn antelope and Brewer’s and sage sparrow were 
analyzed., and a more thorough discussion of the effects was included in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
3-5. Livestock grazing is considered outside the scope of this project. See also response to 3-1. 
 
3-6. Thank you for your comment.  The Literature Cited section in the FEIS has been updated. 
 
3-7. Thank you for your comment; it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. See also response to 3-1. 
 
3-8. Thank you for pointing out this confusion.  You are correct; fire frequencies generally vary with vegetation 

type.  Different frequencies are listed in Chapter 3 under the Vegetation Section (DEIS pages 3-17 through 3-
18).   

 
Maruoka and Agee (1994) provide this information: 

• Ponderosa pine fire regimes (DEIS Low-Dry, page 3-17; FEIS Hot Dry, chapter 3):  fire intervals of 
3-30 years; 

• Douglas-fir and grand fir fire regimes (DEIS Up-Dry, page 3-17; FEIS Warm Dry, chapter 3):  fire 
intervals may vary from a low range of 10-25 years to a high range of 25-100 years. 

These differences are based upon the predominance of different species, and variations in slope, elevation, 
and moisture. 

 
Maruoka and Agee (1994) further reference fire history data collected in the Myrtle Creek area (within the 
Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration project area).  Their data indicate that between 1752 and 1890, there was 
a mean fire-return interval of 15.3 years, and an interval range of 5-23 years. This interval was used in the FEIS. 

 
3-9. They were omitted in the DEIS and are now included in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Total stream miles within the 

project area include 59 miles of Category 1, 2 miles of Category 2, and 91 miles of Category 4, for a total of 156 
stream miles. Category 3 areas were not surveyed. PFC miles are described in the range analysis and Map 18 in 
the Silvies Canyon Watershed Analysis pages 22-24. 
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3-10. There are many different ways to classify vegetation, based on various factors, such as vegetation structure, site 

moisture conditions, site fertility, heat, climax vegetation, overstory, understory, current vegetation, and 
projected use. The reason that forest vegetation is broken out by Plant Association Groups (PAGs) is that 
Regional Forester’s Amendment # 2 requires us to compare present forest structure to historical forest 
structure in an analysis called Historical Range of Variability. This type of analysis is not required and often 
impossible for other Plant Association Group (PAG) or Potential Vegetation Group (PVG). The juniper 
woodlands are often an ecotone between the shrub/steppe and the forested vegetation.  
 
Treatments proposed in woodlands and shrub/steepe are either prescribed burning to closely mimic historic 
mosaic-type burns, or cutting juniper that has encroached into historically non-juniper sites in the last 100-150 
years (trees generally less than 12” DBH but maybe up to18” DBH).  Both of these treatments are designed to 
move the area toward historical landscape conditions. 

 
3-11. These are general mitigation measures.  Site-specific decisions on use after burning would be made based on 

fire severity, extent of areas burned, slopes, location, etc. 
 
3-12. In the FEIS, HMs will not be used.  
 

Stocking levels vary depending on the size of the area grazed and amount of forage produced.  The important 
consideration is the utilization levels, which are set in the annual operating plan.  Discussion of the cumulative 
effects of grazing is in the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
3-13. The expectation is that proposed road closures and road obliterations would benefit elk and improve habitat 

effectiveness in the long-term (FEIS, Chapter 4). Road densities would move toward Forest Plan standards, or 
would be reduced to Forest standards or below and should remain at those levels. There could be change in 
policies in the future with a new Forest Plan, but any changes in road density would require further NEPA 
analysis. 
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4-1. There would not be logging of old growth trees unless the trees were a hazard to people. Bald eagles require 
old growth trees for nesting and roosting. We plan on preserving old growth trees by thinning the smaller trees 
around potential eagle nesting areas. Thinning the smaller trees would protect the large trees from wildfires and 
diseases. Timber harvest in the Bald Eagle Management Area on the eastern boundary of the project area 
would be limited and would not destroy eagle habitat. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS and in the 
Biological Assessment Appendix C (FEIS), proposed treatments would not adversely affect bald eagles or their 
habitat.  Section 7 consultation was completed for bald eagles, and the Letter of Concurrence for consultation 
dated 9/26/01 is in the Project Record. 
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5-1. See response 4-1. 
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6-1. Thank you for your comment. Alternative 10 in the DEIS has been renumbered to Alternative Six in the FEIS. 
In the FEIS, the No Action Alternative and Alternative Seven-a propose no activities within the Myrtle-Silvies 
Roadless area. 

  
6-2. The greatest biodiversity exists when you have a variety of stand structures. A variety of structures provides 

habitat for a diversity of species. When biodiversity of conifer tree species is increased often this results in a 
decrease in biodiversity of other vegetation species (such as grasses, forbs and shrubs). See also response to 6-5.  

 
6-3. The effects of road closures on wildlife and other resources are discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 
 
6-4. Livestock grazing was considered outside the scope of this project. See also response to 3-1.  
 
6-5. One objective of the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project is to reduce stocking levels of smaller 

diameter trees to protect existing large trees and to enhance the growth of the smaller trees.  The only 
circumstances in which larger diameter or old growth trees would be cut or killed are:  1. Hazard trees – trees 
posing a hazard to workers or the general public; 2. Large trees that are inhibiting or shading aspen stands in 
excess of historic levels; 3. In aspen stands outside of riparian buffers where wildlife needs such as snags and 
large woody material are met (DEIS page 2-8). 
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7-1. All action alternatives in the DEIS were developed not to prec lude implementation of National Forest System 
Land Resource Management Planning regulations at 36 CFR 219 (65 FR 67514, November 9, 2000), 
Administration of the Forest Development Transportation System regulations at 36 CFR 212, Forest Service 
Transportation Administrative Policy (66 FR 3206, January 12, 2001), and Roadless Area Conservation 
regulations at 36 CFR 294 (66 FR 3244, January 12, 2001).  Since the DEIS, interim direction for Roadless Area 
protection was published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111) and Forest Transportation 
System Analysis and Roadless Area Protection on December 20, 2001 (66 FR 65796).  This direction was used 
for alternative development and management of roadless areas in the FEIS.  Inventories to consider areas that 
might be eligible for wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision.  The Malheur Forest Plan 
revision process is due to start in fiscal year 2004.  The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest 
Service Handbook 1909.12 – Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7. 

 
7-2. The effects of proposed precommercial thinning and prescribed fire in the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for 

each alternative are found in Chapter 4 of the DEIS.  This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. The No 
Action Alternative and Alternative 7a propose no activities in the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. 

 
7-3. The Purpose and Need for Action statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated. 

 
In the FEIS, Alternatives Three and Six rely wholly on appropriated funds from Congress to successfully 
implement the restoration activities.  Based on recent funding levels, only a portion of the work would be 
accomplished (DEIS pages 2-14 and 2-25). 
 
The Preferred Alternative, Alternatives Two, Four, Five, and Seven-a would rely on funding generated from 
harvesting timber as well as appropriated funding to accomplish needed restoration activities.  Additionally, 
these alternatives would utilize the purchaser to implement road closures on roads used during timber sales. 
Effects are displayed by Alternative in the FEIS chapter 4. 
 

 
7-4. To restore aspen a range of treatments were developed. Alternative Four is the only alternative that allows 

logging (felling and removal of the log) of trees greater than 21” dbh in aspen stands.  The other alternatives 
allow a variety of treatments from no action to such activities as snag creation and felling for large woody 
debris.   

 
Regarding the old growth issue, there are at least two scenarios in this watershed.  The conifer forests have 
fewer large old trees but a higher stocking of younger trees than historically.  The aspen forests may or may not 
be above historical levels in old trees, but have few young trees.  In comparison of rarity, aspen trees are much 
more rare on the landscape than conifers greater than 21 inches. 
 
Aspen communities along with other riparian vegetation support a wide variety of life forms.  Within the Blue 
Mountains, 1% of the land area is within stream zones, while 60% of bird species rely on riparian habitat for 
feeding or reproduction.  The specific value of aspen communities to wildlife varies according to the species 
composition of the understory and the relative age of the aspen.  The number of life forms that use aspen 
communities for both reproduction and feeding is almost the same for all aspen successional stages. 

 
7-5. The project BE/BA (Appendix C) thoroughly discusses the potential impacts to forest dwelling species and 

other species that occur, are suspected to occur, or have potential habitat in the project area: with references to 
scientific documents. The adverse effects to TES species would be minor, short in duration, and with specific 
mitigations designed to avoid impacts. Section 7 consultation has been completed for Federally listed 
threatened and endangered species, and the Letter of Concurrence for consultation dated 9/26/01 has been 
added to Appendix C. 

 
The effects to neotropical migratory birds are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. As described 
in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, some bird species would be reduced by this dry forest restoration while many other 
species native to dry forest would benefit (Altman 2000, OR-WA PIF 2001, Tiedemann et al. 2000). Design 
elements described in Chapter 2 of this FEIS would help to protect migratory birds. The Northwest Forest 
Plan applies to Federal lands within the range of the northern spotted owl, and does not apply on the Malheur 
National Forest. 
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7-6. See response to comment 2-3. 
 
7-7. See response to comment 7-1.  
 
7-8. See response to comment 6-1.   
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8-1. The Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area developed under a fire regime of frequent (5-23) low intensity fires. Within 
the last 100 years effective fire suppression has drastically changed the fire frequency in this area. The proposed 
activities were designed to re-introduce fire into the ecosystem. 

 
8-2. See response 6-1. 
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9-1. Alternative One – The No Action alternative and Alternative Seven-a propose no management activities in the 
Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. The effects on the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area are described by alternative in the 
FEIS chapter 4. 

 
9-2. You prefer the lighter restoration of Alternative Ten with the maximum road closure and decommissioning of 

Alternative Three, and no other activity. Thank you for your comment; it has been incorporated into the EIS 
and is now part of the administrative record for this project. 

 
9-3. The Purpose and Need for Action statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated. Neither the “timber 

glut” nor the “timber market” is the driver for treating forest vegetation. See response 2-3, and the effects of 
reducing big game cover in the FEIS chapter 4.  
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10-1. Subsoiling of skid trails and compacted areas to restore i nfiltrative capacity and reduce potential for surface 
flow, as well as scattering woody material over disturbed sites to provide enhanced surface cover, dissipate 
velocities, and trap sediment on the slope, would be implemented on a site specific basis as needed as 
determined by hydrologist or soil scientist. When subsoiling is determined necessary, it would occur when soil 
moisture conditions are less than 20 percent at depths of 4-16 inches. Subsoiling volcanic ash soils may occur at 
soil moisture levels up to 30 percent with recommendation by a hydrologist or soil scientist. Subsoiling within 
66 feet of springs and seeps, and within 33 feet of the bottoms of draws would be avoided. Subsoil landings 
where compaction and potentially hydrophobic soil exist, if soil depth and rock content permit subsoiling. 
Landings would be seeded with local native seed or non-persistent non-native species, or planted with conifers 
where appropriate (FEIS chapter 2). 

 
10-2. Approved designated skid trails would be required on all harvest units to reduce soil compaction and 

displacement. Existing skid trails would be used whenever possible, however, no skid trails would be used 
within RHCAs. Skidding equipment would be restricted to skid trails. Tractor trails would not exceed 
approximately 14 feet in total width over 90 percent of the length except where otherwise authorized. Skid trail 
and trail spacing would not generally be closer than 120 feet center to center, where parallel trails are used and 
90 feet, center to center at midpoint when radial trails are used. Exceptions would exist where skid trails 
converge at landings. Water-barring and/or slash placement on skid trails would be required where the 
potential for erosion exists. Forest Service Manual direction and the Forest Plan recommend that skid trails 
over 20% gradient and areas of disturbed soil within 200 feet of streams be erosion control seeded and that 
these skid trails be water barred (FEIS chapter 2). 

 
10-3.  “The recommended minimum stump treatment size is 12 inches diameter for pine and true firs felled using 

chainsaws.  Where mechanical shearers are used, the minimum diameter should be reduced to 8 inches.  High 
elevation true fir stumps should be treated down to 8 inches regardless of type of felling. Stump size 
recommendations have varied in the past, especially between different USDA Forest Service Regions and 
states.” Craig L. Schmitt, John R. Parmeter, and John T. Kliejunas.  Annosus Root Disease of Western Conifers.  USDA 
Forest Service.  Forest Insect & Disease Leaflet 172.  Revised February 2000. 

 
Annosus root disease is common in ponderosa pine stands on the Emigrant Cr. RD. Presence of annosus root 
disease in ponderosa pine stands greatly decreases the potential for managing ponderosa pine.  These sites are 
usually too dry to effectively grow alternative tree species, so preventing the introduction and subsequent 
increase of annosus root disease is crucial for managing ponderosa pine.  Annosus root disease is also 
widespread at low elevations where Douglas fir and true firs are in association with ponderosa pine. 

 
10-4. Due to excessive fuel loading in the project area, fall burning would have to be preceded by at least one spring 

burn in several locations. Spring burning would reduce the potential of an escaped prescribed fire and the loss 
of valuable wildlife habitat. As described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, most spring burning would occur prior to 
June 1. This would reduce the impact to birds by generally avoiding nesting activities early in the year. The 
effects of burning on nesting birds are discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
10-5. The NEPA process requires response to comments received during scoping. Some responders wanted us to 

analyze alternatives where stocking was reduced using only precommercial thinning and prescribed burning. 
 

We agree that most often manual thinning produces better results because the residual trees are individually 
selected. Once the trees are thinned, though, the slash needs to be treated. Due to the amount of area that 
needs to be treated, the economics of treating some areas, and the size of the trees, prescribed burning may 
reduce stocking and reduce the percentage of fire sensitive species. 

 
10-6. Recreational opportunities were considered. Roads with resource concerns would be closed, decommissioned, 

or repaired and left open. Dispersed campsites were identified and all attempts would be made to provide 
access. In some cases, the type of access to identified dispersed campsites would be changed from motorized to 
non-motorized access. The effects to dispersed campsites by alternative are described in FEIS chapter 4. 

 
10-7. This is recognized as a necessary investment in restoring the ecosystem. Similar investments have been made 

both in the past and currently. 
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11-1. Thank you for your comment, the Purpose and Need for Action statement has been updated in the FEIS (page 
1-10). 

 
11-2. The FEIS chapter 1 states, “The Forest Plan (1990) divided National Forest System Lands into Management 

Areas (MA), each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations. Forest Plan 
Amendment #29 (1994) amended MA 3A and 3B (Riparian Areas) and provided desired future conditions for 
each of these MAs. Additionally, this amendment provided more specific numeric standards for these MAs. 
Standards are now based on the same scientific information used in PACFISH (March 25, 1994). Riparian 
Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA) were created with PACFISH. In this manner, RHCAs are not 
management areas; however, they amend the Forest Plan and incorporate new goals, objectives, standards, 
guidelines, and management direction. These new standards take the place of direction described in the Forest 
Plan. The Forest Plan also identified Roadless Areas.  

 
11-3. In the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA) of 1960 sustained yield is defined as “Sustained yield of several 

products and services’, which means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or 
regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the national forests without impairment of the 
productivity of the land. The Forest Plan was developed to comply with the National Forest Management Act 
of 1976 which references MUSYA numerous times (Sec. 2. (3); Sec. 6. (e)(1) and (2); Sec. 6. (g); and Sec. 14 (a)). 

 
Historical (as defined in the FEIS chapter 3) vegetation conditions are the only vegetation conditions that we 
can be fairly certain were sustainable over a fairly long time period (several thousand years). There is little doubt 
by professionals that we currently do not have sustainable vegetation conditions on the Malheur NF.  
 
Regional Foresters Amendments 1 and 2 analyzed and amended the Forest Plan and developed HRV 
guidelines. Although these were interim guidelines they are still applicable today. The Proposed Action is in 
accordance with these Forest Plan Amendments and thus does not require a Forest Plan amendment or 
analysis. 

 
11-4. It is not necessary to discuss all direction received in the past in the DEIS or the Final EIS. According to 40 

CFR: 
1) Part 1500.4, “Agencies shall reduce excessive paperwork by” … “(b) Preparing analytic rather than 

encyclopedic environmental impact statements”.  
2) Part 1502.2 (a) “Environmental impact statements shall be analytic rather than encyclopedic.” 
3) Part 1502.2 (c) “Environmental impact statements shall be kept concise and shall be no longer than 

absolutely necessary to comply with NEPA and with these regulations.”  
 

Regarding the direction in the two documents, we can only guess that you are referring to the following:  
 
1) “What is a “large tree” or “common occurrence of large trees” on the Fremont National Forest in Oregon in 
not necessarily the same on the Okanogan National Forest in Washington and the revised classification allows 
this appropriate distinction. Forest Supervisors retain the option to amend their individual forest plans when 
site-specific conditions warrant a deviation from these revised interim standards” (Regional Foresters Amendment 
2). The Malheur NF has not chosen to change the 21” DBH definition of late or old growth trees.  
 
2) The Policy letter dated October 2, 1997 established: “1. A clear and compelling case can be made for the 
biological or ecological urgency to cut large trees in the short term (i.e., next 5 years). 2. The amendment is 
unique or uncommon and is not being commonly applied across landscapes (watersheds and larger).” 
 
This section in the FEIS has been updated in regard to dead, dying and downed trees.  

 
11-5. If Alternatives Three or Six were selected, the ROD would include a Forest Plan Amendment to allow cutting 

and leaving trees 7-9” dbh, if required.   
 
11-6. There is no Forest Plan standard for hiding cover. However, the Malheur Forest Plan (IV-28) recommends 

retaining hiding cover to mitigate shortages in satisfactory cover; since shortages of satisfactory cover exist in 
the project area, the discussion of hiding cover was included to provide information to the public. At least one 
of our publics brought up hiding cover during scoping and wanted us to analyze it. 
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11-7. None of the Alternatives propose to move to HRV; each alternative moves vegetation towards HRV, some 

more than others. Cover standards are not directly related to stand structural stages. Therefore, we did not 
attempt to analyze by HRV. The effects of each alternative as it relates to HRV are described in chapter 4 of 
the FEIS. 

 
11-8. Road closures, however small, promote wildlife habitat by allowing native vegetation to return, provide cover, 

and eliminate some fragmentation of habitat. Closures on these smaller spur roads are designed to be cost 
effective. Also, some roads are proposed for closure for reasons other than wildlife habitat and some roads 
would be closed by the closure of adjacent roads. Chapter 4 of the DEIS (pages 4-68 to 4-71) displays by 
alternative the effects road densities have on wildlife and wildlife habitat. This discussion has been updated in 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
11-9. The methods for creating snags (including the method for choosing snag size) was modified between DEIS 

and FEIS (see FEIS Chapter 2 Mitigation Measures). Snags may be created using a variety of methods in 
designated aspen stands, springs, and Replacement Old Growth areas. 

 
11-10. Appendix D of the BE/BA (included in the DEIS Appendix C) describes lynx habitat. Lynx are considered 

extirpated from the state of Oregon. The BE/BA (Appendix C of the FEIS) thoroughly describes the status 
and distribution of lynx in Oregon and the rationale for the determination of “NO EFFECT” from the 
proposed projects. 

 
11-11. Wolverine is the primary PETS species in the project area to which LOS management would apply. LOS 

management affects several Management Indicator Species (MIS) as well as goshawk (not an MIS, but a species 
of concern). Effects on these species can be found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
11-12. Thank you for your comment.  It has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
11-13. Significant effects were likely therefore an EIS was warranted. A combination of factors necessitated 

completion of an EIS.  These factors included: 
• Size of the area involved (65,000 acres in 7 subwatersheds); 
• Acreage (approximately 45,000 acres) under consideration for vegetation management; 
• Presence of a known bald eagle nest area; 
• Fisheries and water quality issues associated with roads, which had the potential to become a serious 

issue with the public; and 
• At the initiation of this project, there had not been a watershed analysis (WA) completed for the 

watershed (a WA was completed in November 2000). 
 
11-14. In the DEIS, three alternatives were developed that utilize timber harvest for resource management, including 

the preferred alternative. The No Action alternative is required by law (40 CFR Section 1502.14).  The two 
“action” alternatives that did not propose commercial timber harvest were part of a reasonable range of 
alternatives addressing the Purpose and Need and issues brought up during scoping. Alternative Three was 
developed in response to an agreement made during the appeal resolution for the Crater Vegetation and 
Watershed Management Project EA. 
 
With all the action alternatives, treatments are planned that would reduce stocking from below and move tree 
species composition toward early seral species (DEIS 4-29). Likewise, all action alternatives address the 
Purpose and Need for Action described on page 1-10 of the DEIS. The Purpose and Need for Action 
statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated. 

 
11-15. The public notices drew attention to the size of the DEIS not as a measure of success, but to inform the public 

of the costs associated with printing and distributing a large document.  This was meant as a way to encourage 
the public to view the DEIS on the Forest web site. 

 



James Kelly
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12-1. Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the 

administrative record for this project. 

12-2. In the FEIS Chapter 2, Alternatives Three and Six considered and analyzed the effects of restoration 
alternatives without the use of commercial harvest. The Preferred Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternatives 
Four and Five, and Alternative Seven-a considered and analyzed the effects of restoration activities with 
commercial harvest.  Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS display the effects by alternative. 

 
12-3. See response 12-2. 
 
12-4. See response 7-7 and response 12-2. 
 
12-5. The potential for a large fire cannot be eliminated. The goal of reducing ladder and surface fuel is to lessen the 

effects of a fire when it does happen. Logging can increase fire intensity if the slash is not treated. The risk of 
large-scale fire occurrence would be lessened with Alternatives Three and Six, but would still be much higher 
than the other action alternatives due to higher fuel loads and greater continuity of fuels.  The risk of a 
prescribed fire getting out of control and doing resource damage is much greater with Alternatives Three and 
Six than with the other action alternatives. 

 
12-6. No harvest or harvest related activities would occur in RHCAs. This includes the use of landings and skidding 

logs across streams. Therefore potential sediment from these sources would not impact streams. Aspen 
restoration and road treatments activities within the RHCAs are designed to minimize effects to a point where 
they would not degrade the aquatic resources, as described in the BMPs and design features. A long-term effect 
of these activities would be enhancement of the RHCA by eliminating or reducing chronic sources of stream 
sediment and providing more stream shade. See FEIS chapter 4. 

 
12-7. Regulations specify an agency to “identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more 

exists, in a draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement” (40 CFR 1502.14(e)) (DEIS page 
2-30). 

 
The Preferred Alternative responds to the purpose and need for action and the range of issues (DEIS pg. 2-30). 
Effective fire suppression for the past 100 years has contributed to a dramatic increase in fuel loading, the 
arrangement of fuels (fuel ladders), and changes in vegetation composition, structure and density. Current 
composition and densities of forested areas are unhealthy and outside the historic range of variability (HRV). 
The Preferred Alternative would move the most forested stands in the project area toward historical ecosystem 
conditions (DEIS pg 2-15). Road densities in most subwatersheds of the Silvies Canyon Watershed are 
exceeding Forest Plan standards in both winter and summer range for elk. The Burns Paiute tribe has 
expressed concern regarding roaded access to resources within the area, especially for elders who may be 
mobility-impaired. Public roaded access would be maintained while closing and decommissioning: 
• roads identified as contributing sediment to the area’s streams, and  
• short spur roads needed to meet Forest Plan standards. 

As per 40 CFR 1502.14(a) an agency shall rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS displays the effects by alternative. 

 
12-8. Forest Plan standards for cover for either summer range or winter range are at the watershed level, not 

subwatershed. The Preferred Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternatives Four, Five and Seven-a would take 
cover below standards, which would require a Forest Plan amendment.  
 
The effects of reducing big game cover are discussed in DEIS pages 4-62 through 4-67 (also, see response 2-3) 
and the FEIS chapter 4.  
  
The Forest Plan was designed with amendments in mind. The Forest Plan (V-1 and V-9) states “National 
Forest planning is a dynamic process, and the products, Forest Plans, are similarly dynamic. This Forest Plan 
can and should be modified if conditions warrant. As management goals are applied on the ground or as new 
information is learned about resources, the Plan’s goals and objectives, or activities the goals generate, may no 
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longer be appropriate. In such instances, activities may be tailored to fit the resource, or planning objectives as 
stated in the Plan may be amended.” 

 
12-9. See response to comment 11-3 and 12-2. 
 
12-10. Defoliators and secondary disturbers were discussed in the DEIS on page 3-27. From 1991 through 1995 an 

outbreak of Douglas-fir tussock moth occurred in the “Gold Hill area” which includes a large part of Silvies 
Canyon. The effects of this outbreak and subsequent secondary disturbers are documented in several site visit 
reports (Douglas-fir Tussock Moth on the Burns Ranger District, September 11, 1992; Douglas-fir Tussock Moth 
Populations on the Burns Ranger District, Malheur National Forest in 1993, September 21, 1993;Technical Assistance Insect 
and Disease Management Evaluation Curry Springs Planning Area, Gold Hill, Burns RD, Malheur NF, February 18, 
1994; Biological Evaluation of Douglas-fir Tussock Moth on the Burns Ranger District, February 2, 1995; Technical 
Assistance: Myrtle-Silvies-Primitive Area, Feb 16, 1999) from the Zone Entomologist and Pathologist. The 
publication Recurrent Outbreak of the Douglas-Fir Tussock Moth in the Malheur National Forest: A Case History by RR 
Mason, DW Scott, MD Loewen, and HG Paul, December 1998, was also published on this outbreak. Also, refer to 
the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. 

 
12-11. Ecology of native insects and diseases was discussed in detail in the numerous site visit reports. This was not 

discussed in detail in the DEIS because it was not raised as an issue. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. 
 
12-12. The need for action is based on the current conditions of resources within the watershed. The Purpose and 

Need for Action statement in the FEIS (pg 1-10) has been updated. 
 
12-13. You are correct that we should not say, “Current conditions have developed to a degree never before 

experienced.” This is too broad a statement because we do not know the conditions that have existed here 
throughout time. This will be changed in the FEIS. There has been substantial research done throughout the 
Blue Mountains. The one consistent general conclusion is that current forest conditions do not match historical 
conditions. 

 
12-14. For at least the last 10 years this district has had an annual aerial survey that mapped tree mortality.  From 

1991-1995 there was an outbreak of Douglas-fir tussock moth in this area and we are continuing to see 
mortality based upon secondary pests. There is ongoing research on the Emigrant Creek (Burns) RD into black 
stain root rot. We have at least 13 reviews of this area or the adjacent areas by either a pathologist(s) and/or 
entomologist(s) over the last 10 years. Finally we are seeing mortality or bark beetle attacks that have been 
occurring in the area over the last three years to Douglas-fir and increased attacks last year by mountain pine 
beetle. More information on local research can be found in Mason et al, 1998, and Thies et al, 1999.  

 
12-15. Western Forest Insects, by R.L. Furniss and V.M Carolin, USDA Forest Service, Misc Publ 1339, 1977.  In 

1936, F.P. Keen developed a rating system for susceptibility of ponderosa pine to bark beetle attack (Relative 
Susceptibility of Ponderosa Pines to Bark Beetle Attack. J. For. 34(10):919-927). This grading system was 
updated in 1943 (Relative Susceptibility of Ponderosa Pines to Bark Beetle Attack.  J. For. 41(4):249-253). This 
grading system was and is still used throughout the range of ponderosa pine. 

 
12-16. Figure 3.2 shows historical conditions while Figure 3.3 shows current conditions. 
 

HRV analysis required by Regional Foresters Amendment 1 & 2 states that HRV is to be an “estimated 
percentage.”  It also states, “For this exercise, the HRV should be based on conditions in the pre-settlement 
era; however, early 1900 photography may be acceptable.”   

 
In the DEIS page 3-23 the method used to determine acres was based upon the ICBEMP 1936 map and the 
corresponding data base from which the map was produced, as well as our assumptions that “Pine Mix Small,” 
“Ponderosa Pine Seedling-Sapling-Pole,” and “Ponderosa Pine Small” were historically non-forested. The same 
methodology was used in the FEIS. 

 
12-17. Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6 and 3-7 (DEIS) do not depict effects of any proposed treatment. Figure 3-4 and 3-7 depict 

our estimate of historic conditions from 1850 to 1900 (DEIS 3-23). Figures 3-5 and 3-6 depict current 
conditions. 
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Effects on stand structural stages were evaluated in Chapter 4 on pages 4-29 and 4-30. Briefly this states that 
prescribed treatments would not change the present structure of Old Forest Multi-Stratum (OFMS) to Old 
Forest Single Stratum (OFSS). Treatment would only change the structure of stands classified as Stem 
Exclusion Closed Canopy to Stem Exclusion Open Canopy. The treatments prescribed would reduce stand 
stocking and move species composition towards historical composition (DEIS 4-29). In the long term 
treatments would move the stands in earlier stages toward older structure faster than if not treated (DEIS 4-
30). Where OFMS is to be treated, it is to maintain the old growth characteristics (DEIS 4-30). See also the 
FEIS Chapter 4.  
  
Data sources for these tables are:   
1) Silvies Canyon Vegetation Map generated from Historic data in ICBEMP from 1936 and corresponding data 
queries; 
2) Aerial photos from 1949;  
3) On the ground review of this area;  
4) Herrick-Hines Story, Pacific Northwest Quarterly 84, no. 1, pp. 19-29;  
5) Report of the Proposed Blue Mountains Forest Reserve by H.D. Langille  1906;  
6) Report on blue Mountains (West) Reserve Oregon by M.L. Erickson, assistant Forest Inspector, December 
1906; 7) USDA Bulletin No 418, Western Yellow Pine in Oregon by Thornton T. Munger, February 1917. 

 
12-18. This will be amended in the FEIS.  In some stands there were historically, more than two or three large conifer 

trees per acre.  In other stands there were fewer large trees.  It was the consensus of the ID team that 
historically there was an average of around two or three large conifers per acre.  In discussing restoring these 
aspen stands the IDT felt that we needed to reduce these large conifers to approximately two or three per acre.  
By retaining this large tree density, we would retain sources for large snags and woody debris.  Also birds and 
animals that use conifers would continue to have these available.  By reducing these conifers to two or three 
per acre, we would have the best chance of regenerating aspen without destroying the existing aspen.  Options 
to regenerate aspen were analyzed in a paper titled “Aspen” written by Mark Loewen and modified by Roy 
Schwenke on 11/1/2000.  This was not cited in the Literature section of the DEIS and will be added to the 
FEIS. 

 
12-19. Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the 

administrative record for this project. 
 
12-20. The authors’ methods are described in their articles. Basically they studied and cross-dated fire scars using 

master tree-ring width chronologies. 
 

Heyerdahl examined fire scars from stumps, logs, snags, and live trees 20 miles east-northeast of the Silvies 
Canyon in 1995 (Dugout Creek). A total of 215 samples were studied. They were taken from 82 dry site forest 
plots. By cross-dating the ages and counting the interval between fire scars she determined that the historic fire 
interval range for the dry site forest there ranges from 5 to 20 years.  

 
Among the many samples Maruoka and Agee studied were samples of 50 trees taken from Myrtle Creek, which 
is part of this analysis area. For the Myrtle Creek area the fire interval range was 5 to 23 years with a mean of 
15.3 years. 

 
12-21. Aerial ignition using a sphere dispenser is a time-delayed mechanism where sphere ignition is delayed for 20-30 

seconds. This gives the sphere’s adequate time to reach the forest floor before ignition. 
 

Crown fires can occur from any type of ignition. The main drivers of a crown fire are wind, fuel continuity and 
loading, and ladder fuels. Occasional torching of individual or small groups of trees can occur with prescribed 
burning regardless of the type of ignition and is acceptable. Prescribed burning would not be initiated when 
conditions are conducive to crown fires. 
 
Sensitive areas would be identified and avoided whenever possible. Design criteria have been established to 
protect sensitive areas (goshawks, eagles, PETS, aspen, and cottonwood) and are described in the FEIS 
Chapter 2. 
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12-22. We do not plan on nor want large trees to be killed.  It is not intended to allow fire to back into an entire 

RHCA.  The intent is to create a mosaic effect. 
 

Cottonwood is to be protected in all action alternatives (DEIS pages 4-36 and 4-38). 
 

12-23. A combination of spring and fall burning would occur. Spring burning would be initiated in timbered areas 
with fuel bed depths greater than 1”. This is because moisture of large fuels is generally higher in the spring. 
The higher fuel moisture results in better control of fire intensity in areas with heavy fuels. Spring burning is a 
natural occurrence (Heyerdahl and Agee (1996). Wildland fires caused by lightning have occurred in Harney 
County in May (Bulger Fire 2001, 97 acres). The possibility of a prescribed fire escaping occurs both in the 
spring (late) and fall (early). The amount of spring and fall burning would depend upon weather conditions and 
the window of opportunities that exist each year. Design criteria and mitigation measures in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS also describes areas where spring or fall burning would occur due to other concerns. The effects of 
proposed burning are described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
12-24. According to the Forest Plan we are to “Manage residue to maintain or enhance old-growth habitat” and 

“Protect old-growth habitat from catastrophic wildfire,” (Chapter IV-107). These Dedicated Old Growth areas 
developed in a disturbance regime, which primarily involved periodic fire.  For approximately 100 years fires 
have been suppressed. Burning in old growth would put fire back into the ecosystem to restore the natural 
disturbance while protecting down wood and snags (see Chapters 2 of the FEIS). The Forest Plan also states 
we are to “Utilize interdisciplinary teams to develop prescriptions and long-term management strategies for 
each replacement area,” (Chapter IV-107). It is the intent of the Forest Plan to manage Replacement Old 
Growth so it can be developed into old growth. The effects of prescribed burning on Dedicated Old Growth, 
Replacement Old Growth, pileated woodpeckers, and snags and down logs are described in Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS. 

 
12-25. Roads causing sediment have been identified.  Most closure devices rely upon individuals honoring them.  Not 

all forest users are conscientious, but many are. Each alternative treats roads differently; refer to the FEIS 
Appendix A. 

 
No new construction of permanent roads is proposed for any activities within the Silvies Canyon project area. 
Temporary roads are short term and built specifically for project use.  Temporary roads would be water barred 
and closed, and scarified and seeded with weed free seed as needed to meet NFMA requirements at the end of 
the project. The intent is to close temporary roads to motorized travel after harvest activities are completed 
(FEIS Chapter 2). They are not added to the forest road inventory, but are tracked by temporary identification 
numbers. 
 
In the DEIS chapter 2, the term reconstruction was used to describe hazard tree removal, brushing for site 
distance, minor reconstruction of existing drainage structures etc. This definition has been changed in the 
FEIS.  
 
In the FEIS chapter 2, road maintenance activities would be dependent upon severity of road damage, erosion 
and sediment production, and designed maintenance level. Most commonly, maintenance would consist of 
hazard tree removal and brushing for sight distance, although some ground-disturbing activity would be 
necessary. Maintenance of existing drainage structures may be necessary to assure the integrity of their design 
function. Stricter measures (placement of rock, site specific drainage structures, and sediment fences) would be 
taken on specific roads with chronic sediment or erosion concerns to minimize water concentrations and 
related effects on surroundings.  
 
Road reconstruction activities would apply when the road would require realignment (FEIS chapter 2). 
 

12-26. Activities proposed within RHCAs include: 
• Aspen and Cottonwood Restoration 
• Riparian Habitat (spring) Restoration 
• Road Closures and Decommissioning 
• Prescribed Burning 
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Burning is part of the natural process that creates disturbance and allows certain ecosystems to be maintained, 
like aspen stands.  Due to the lack of natural low intensity fires, thinning is now necessary to reduce the chance 
of high intensity fires and allow the use of prescribed burning to obtain natural conditions. The mosaic nature 
of the prescribed burns would protect the majority of bird nesting habitat. Prescribed burning would also occur 
outside the core time period of nesting birds. Prescribed burning in RHCAs would be of low intensity and in a 
mosaic pattern. Given the wet conditions often experienced during the spring, burning is not expected to creep 
into or back down into large portions of RHCAs and burning is not expected to be of high intensities. There 
are limitations on thinning and prescribed burning in sensitive areas to protect water quality and aquatic 
species. See also the FEIS chapters 2 and 4. 
 

12-27. As stated in the BE/BA Appendix C. Activities around sensitive plant sites would be mitigated. Precautions 
would be taken during road closure to protect sensitive plant sites.  All measures to protect cultural resources 
would be followed as described in FEIS Chapter 2. 

 
12-28. There are no Forest Service established procedures for sampling wildlife populations, trends, or viability, but 

biologists and others do record species presence formally during wildlife surveys, and through informal wildlife 
sightings and other means. Where available, regional and state status and trend data, as well as other available 
data, is used to supplement local knowledge (for example see Neotropical Migratory Birds, FEIS Chapter 3). 
Determinations of effects are based on maintaining habitat or some level of habitat. The best available science, 
such as DecAID (Mellen et al. 2003) is used to assist in making determinations of effects. 
 
Effects to PETS species are discussed in the BE/BA (Appendix C) and Chapter 4. Effects to MIS are analyzed 
and discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The neotropical migratory bird (NTMB) analysis was expanded in the 
FEIS and is discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS.  

 
12-29. See also response to comment 12-24. The thinning and burning in ROG and feeding areas are for maintenance 

and to reduce overstocking. These fuel reduction activities would reduce the risk of a stand replacement fire, 
which would be detrimental to old growth species. ROG and effects are discussed in the FEIS in Chapter 4 
and in the DEIS on pages 2-27 to 29, 4-85, and 4-86. Old growth characteristics such as snags and downed logs 
would be retained at current levels; snags and down logs may be created in ROGs to provide habitat for snag-
dependent species at historical levels (Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, FEIS). 

  
DOGs in the Silvies Canton project area were designated for pileated woodpeckers, not for marten. In the 
existing conditions in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, we acknowledge that pileated woodpeckers may need home 
ranges larger than some of the DOGs, but project area DOGS are also known to “meet some of the pileated 
woodpecker management recommendations developed by Bull and Holthausen (1992) particularly in terms of 
vegetation types, size of core old growth, and canopy closures. As described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, adjusted 
DOGs would be between 289 to 715 acres; all DOGs would either remain larger than Bull and Holthausen’s 
(1992) recommendations or be moved closer to those recommendations. 

 
12-30. Please refer to Preliminary Alternative 9 (DEIS page 2-3). The decision maker decided not to pursue this 

alternative any further. See also FEIS Chapter 2, Preliminary Alternative D. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS “, The goal of adjusting DOG lines was to better define DOG boundaries, not to increase or decrease 
the size of DOGs. However, adjusting DOG lines would slightly increase the size of DOG 02039, moving it 
toward the Forest Plan standard, and would somewhat compensate for DOG acres lost to reallocating acres of 
DOG to ROG” and “…the final effect of adjusting DOG boundaries is a 38-acre decrease in DOG but a 
slight net increase (37 acres) in high quality old-growth habitat within DOGs with a negligible effect on pileated 
woodpecker and other old-growth associated species.” 

 
12-31. The Forest Plan and its accompanying EIS (1990) states “In replacement old growth units, allow scheduled timber harvest 

which maintain or enhance the capability of timber stands to provide suitable old growth habitat in the future (Forest Plan, IV-
106 #13). ROGs are to be identified and managed to replace the Designated Old Growth areas. 
 
Goshawks are a species of interest. Goshawk habitat requirements and effects of proposed activities on 
goshawk and their habitat are described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. 

 
12-32. Refer to response to comment 3-5. 
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12-33. Grazing is a permitted activity within Management Area 10, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Recreation Area 

(Forest Plan IV-97 #6). Also refer to response to comment 3-5. 
 
12-34. Commercial harvest is permitted on about 75 percent of the project area as stated in the Forest Plan 

description of management areas and FEIS chapter 1. The DEIS (pg 4-92) states: Under all alternatives the 
project area would continue to provide a wide range of recreation opportunities, activities, settings, and 
experiences; however, the roaded settings clearly dominate. All action alternatives generally result in no change, 
or a small decrease in roaded settings and a small increase in semi-primitive non-motorized settings. Also refer 
to the recreation section in the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
12-35. Thank you for your comment; the effects to dispersed campsites are displayed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.  
 
12-36. The effect of cover removal on big game is described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The Oregon Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) was consulted and concurred on expected effects of proposed actions on elk 
(consultation notes are in the Wildlife Project Record). While hunting was considered an action that contributes 
cumulative effects to big game populations (see Chapter 4 of the FEIS), hunter numbers as an effect on big 
game animals is outside the scope of this analysis; legal responsibility for hunter numbers rests with the State of 
Oregon. 

 
12-37. Roaded access was identified during scoping to be a significant issue with the public. The Burns Paiute tribe 

also expressed concern regarding roaded access to resources within the area, especially for elders who may be 
mobility-impaired.  

 
All action alternatives move road densities toward Forest Plan standards (FEIS chapter 4). Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS discusses the effects of different road densities on wildlife. 
 

 
12-38. The definitions will be added to the FEIS glossary and are as follows: 

• Commercial thinning – a type of commercial harvesting which removes commercial size (7-21 inches 
dbh) trees from a stand for the purpose of increasing the spacing between the residual trees. Trees of 
undesirable species, form or condition would be removed by cutting from below. 

• Intermediate thinning - a type of commercial harvesting which removes commercial size (7-21 inches 
dbh) trees from a stand for the purpose of increasing the spacing between the residual trees and 
moving the composition of the residual tress towards historical species composition. Trees with 
undesirable form or condition would be removed by cutting from below. 

 
12-39. Copies of public comments are provided in the FEIS, Appendix D. Copies of the two specific publications will 

be sent. Non-specific requests cannot be filled.  
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13-1. Table 4-14 (DEIS pg 4-70) compares road densities by alternative. In all action alternatives, subwatersheds 

meet or move toward Forest Plan Standards (2.2 mi/mi² in winter range and 3.2 mi/mi² in summer range) for 
road densities. Alternatives 3 & 4 move the watershed towards the desired future condition road densities (1.0 
mi/mi² in winter range and 1.5 mi/mi² in summer range) as described in the Record of Decision, Land and 
Resource Management Plan, Malheur National Forest (pg 23) (DEIS pg 2-12). See also the FEIS. 

 
13-2. Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the 

administrative record for this project. This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. See also response to 
comment 13-1. 

 
13-3. The DEIS pg. 4-3 discloses how roads are maintained after closure, decommissioning, and seasonal closures. 
 

The DEIS pg 2-39 states “Roads that have been closed or decommissioned would be monitored over a five-
year period to inspect the effectiveness of the closure or decommissioning and hydrologic function of the 
remaining roadway. If monitoring determines the closure or decommissioning is not effective, it would be 
corrected to meet objectives.” This discussion has been updated in the FEIS Chapter 2. See also response to 
comment 12-25. 

 
13-4. The forest is starting a sediment-monitoring program that includes this project area; monitoring for sediment is 

described in the FEIS Chapter 2. 
 
13-5. Discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is found in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment 3-5. 
 
13-6. The FEIS chapter 3 states, “Large wood in streams is naturally low and generally does not meet Forest Plan 

RMOs in the Silvies Project area due to two factors. First, much of the riparian areas are meadows where the 
potential for recruiting large wood into the channel is low and large wood must be recruited from forested 
areas upstream. Approximately 59% of the surveyed stream reaches in the project area are within meadows or 
meadows are the predominant riparian ecosystem type. 

 
Second, large wood RMOs in Forest Plan Amendment 29 may overestimate the potential for large wood in the 
Silvies Canyon project area. Forest Plan Amendment 29 RMOs for large wood were developed using data from 
research papers, local research in the upper M.F. John Day River watershed, and professional judgment of 
Forest staff (R. Gritz pers. com.). However, the southern portion of the Malheur Forest has historically been 
less productive than the northern portions. The area was historically (prior to 1900) less forested than 
presently. Approximately 20,000 acres were non-forested in the project area compared to the approximately 
15,000 acres that are presently classified as non-forested. Trees 80 to 100 years old that correspond to the 
expansion of forested areas in the project area are currently 10 to 16” dbh (R. Schwenke pers. comm.). These 
trees are now just reaching the size class to be considered as potential large wood. The low number of stream 
reaches meeting RMOs indicates that management activities have reduced the quantity of pool habitat in the 
project area. Management activities that have reduced pool habitat include livestock grazing and road 
construction along ‘C’ and ‘E’ type channels.” See also the effects section in chapter 4 of the FEIS.  

 
13-7. Refer to response to comment 13-5. 
 
13-8. The purpose and need for action statement has been updated in the FEIS Chapter 1. Refer also to the response 

to comment 13-5. 
 
13-9. Our inventories indicate that most of the noxious weeds are in areas disturbed by mechanical means, such as 

along roads, in landings and in gravel pits. Livestock may be one of the factors in noxious weed invasion, but 
does not seem to be a major one. The biggest factor in the Silvies Canyon project area appears to be roads 
(human travel) and vehicular travel and equipment use. Houndstongue appears to be the only noxious weed in 
our area that is spread by animals. Currently there are no houndstongue sites within the project area. 

 
13-10. More discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is found in the final EIS. 
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Standards for livestock use are in place in annual operating instructions (AOIs).  Refer also to the response to 
comment 3-5. 

 
13-11. The term HM will not be used in the FEIS. We will use Animal Month (AM), which is a more commonly used 

term; it will be defined in the FEIS. 
 
13-12. This project has sufficiently stringent BMPs, design features, and management measures (INFISH), to 

minimize effects of ground disturbing activities as documented by the following statements (Chapter 4): 
 

• Stream temperatures are not expected to increase due to harvest activities and downstream reaches 
will be monitored on short term and long basis for possible changes.   

• Where riparian shrubs and trees are killed by fire, aquatic habitat can be adversely affected due to a 
short-term decrease in cover and increases in water temperatures.  

• Overall, there is little risk from prescribed fire, but there always is a possibility that fire intensity could 
be higher than expected and result in reduced stream shading for short periods of time.   

• Conifer removal around aspen may result in slightly higher stream temperatures for 1-3 years. As 
aspen re-grow, stream shade would improve beyond the level provided by conifers.  

• Livestock grazing is a contributing factor to the degradation of riparian habitat resulting in higher 
stream temperatures. Discussions on livestock grazing are limited to Chapter 3 and the cumulative 
effects section of Chapter 4 since this is outside the scope of this EIS. 

 
The Malheur N.F. has not been funded for WQRPs in this area therefore they are not done. 
 

13-13. The Silvies Canyon Restoration Project has considered the effects of all action and no action alternatives on the 
resource and made every attempt to limit negative effects while still attempting to restore the vegetative 
component of the resource. Cumulative effects from livestock grazing are also described in the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
Monitoring of temperature, sediment, aquatic habitat and fish populations has been identified and planned for 
future years in the project area. (Monitoring section of FEIS, Chapter 2) 

 
13-14. The Malheur National Forest has not been funded for WQRPs in this area therefore they are not done. 
 
13-15. The effects on air quality were evaluated in the DEIS on page 4-49. A more in-depth analysis was included in 

the FEIS chapter 4 and the Fuels Specialist Report.  
 

We have collaborated with the State of Oregon and developed a memorandum of understanding (MOU).  
Forest Service has agreed to 10 provisions. This MOU is documented in the DEIS on page 4-49 and 5-20.  
Memorandum of Understanding Between Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of Forestry, USDI 
Bureau of Land Management, and USDA Forest Service, 1994. 
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14-1. For the Forest Service, the definition of roadless areas is “t hose areas identified in a set of inventoried roadless 
area maps, contained in Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
Volume 2, dated November 2000, which is held at the National headquarters of the Forest Service, or any 
update, correction, or revision of those maps” (66 FR 65802). These areas came from the FEIS Land and 
Resource Management Plan, Malheur National Forest Appendix C. The Malheur National Forest is not 
proposing boundary changes to those identified in the Roadless Area Conservation FEIS. The request to make 
these units “roadless” is therefore out the scope of this project FEIS.  

 
All action alternatives in the DEIS were developed not to preclude implementation of National Forest System 
Land and Resource Management Planning regulations at 36 CFR 219 (65 FR 67514, November 9, 2000), 
Administration of the Forest Development Transportation System regulations at 36 CFR 212 and Forest 
Service Transportation Administrative Policy (66 FR 3206, January 12, 2001), and Roadless Area Conservation 
regulations at 36 CFR 294 (66 FR 3244, January 12, 2001).  Since the DEIS, interim direction for Roadless Area 
Protection was published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111) and Forest Transportation 
System Analysis and Roadless Area Protection on December 20, 2001 (66 FR 65796).  This direction was used 
for alternative development and management of roadless areas in the FEIS.  Inventories to consider areas that 
might be eligible for wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision.  The Malheur Forest Plan 
revision process is due to start in fiscal year 2004.  The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest 
Service Handbook 1909.12 – Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7. 

 
14-2. Commercial thin unit 3.01 and juniper removal unit 1.06 are not wholly or partially within the Myrtle-Silvies 

Roadless Area, they are adjacent to it. The effects of proposed commercial thinning and juniper removal 
adjacent to the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for each alternative are found in Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS.  
This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. 

Precommercial thin unit 40.01 is wholly within the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. Proposed precommercial 
thinning and associated fuels treatment (hand piling and burning) within roadless areas meets the interim 
direction for Roadless Area Protection, as published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111). 
Specifically, the exception is for cutting of generally small diameter trees, which maintains or improves roadless 
characteristics. Proposed precommercial thinning of small diameter trees, (less than 9” dbh) and hand piling 
and burning thinning slash piles on 729 acres of potential bald eagle winter roost areas would improve habitat 
for the bald eagle, a threatened species, and move towards restoring ecosystem composition and structure, thus 
reducing the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects. The effects of proposed precommercial thinning within 
the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for each alternative are found in Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS. This 
discussion has been updated in the FEIS. 

Analysis of the roadless characteristics of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area has been expanded in the FEIS. See 
also Response number 14-1. 

 
14-3. This long list of units is not within the roadless area. See also response to comment 14-1. 
 
14-4. Roadless inventories were done as part of the development of the 1990 Malheur National Forest Land and 

Resource Management Plan.  The areas you indicated were considered in that inventory and were not included 
in a roadless area.  The areas you indicated that are within the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project 
Area were allocated to MA 1/2 - General Forest, MA 4A – Big Game Winter Range, MA 10 – Semi-Primitive 
Non-Motorized Recreation Area, MA 13 – Old Growth, and MA 14M – Visual Corridors.  The decision was 
made in the ROD for the Forest Plan; therefore, it is outside the scope of this project.  It may be considered in 
the Forest Plan revision (see also response to 14-1). 

 
14-5. See Response to comment 14-1. 
 
14-6. See Response to comment 14-1. 
 
14-7. Roadless area boundaries have been through several NEPA processes: the 1972 Roadless Area Review and 

Evaluation (RARE), the 1979 RARE II, and the 1990 Malheur Land and Resource Management Plan. 
Additionally, a DEIS and FEIS were prepared for the Roadless Area Conservation regulation in 2000. The 
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1990 Malheur Land and Resource Management Plan decision had a public appeal opportunity under which the 
Forest received 15 appeals. 

 
14-8. The DEIS and FEIS are following the direction and decisions made in the 1990 Malheur National Forest Land 

and Resource Management Plan which met the court ruled requirements identified in California v. Block.  Also 
see Response number 14-4. 

 
14-9. The DEIS page 3-18 refers to the increase in juniper and ponderosa pine encroachment on historically non-

forest lands. See also response to comment 3-5.  
 
14-10. The cumulative effects from grazing have been updated in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment 

3-5. 
 
14-11. The cumulative effects from grazing have been updated in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment 

3-5. The effects of grazing on the vigor and density of grass were updated in the FEIS.  However, current 
utilization standards leave fuel on the ground.  Observations over the past 15 years show that livestock grazing 
has not stopped the spread of wildfires. 

 
Periodic moderate disturbance usually increases the density and vigor of bunchgrass, whether from historical 
disturbances such as fire, or from grazing by ungulates.  Over grazing by ungulates can reduce the density and 
vigor of grasses.  Whether historically grasses out competed trees due to greater density and vigor in this area is 
not known.  It is more likely there were fewer trees and more grasses, because grasses respond favorably to 
periodic low intensity fire, while conifer trees require a favorable seed year. 

 
14-12. The FEIS was updated to include conditions as they relate to DecAID (Mellen et al. 2003). DecAID is an 

internet-based computer program being developed as an advisory tool to help federal land managers evaluate 
effects of management activities on wildlife species that use dead wood habitats. DecAID includes 
recommendations for snags of all sizes. Chapter 2 of the FEIS states, “Retain all snags… Snags, which are 
deemed a hazard to operations, may be felled, but should be left to provide down logs...” No snags are 
designated for harvest in this project. In addition to snags, no downed logs would be harvested. Green trees 
would be left at basal areas averaging 50-60 ft2/ac. after treatment (higher in corridors and untreated areas) to 
provide for replacement snags in the future. All action alternatives would retain green replacement trees above 
Forest Plan standards to provide for management of future snag and down log levels at or above Forest Plan 
standards. The proposed level of green tree replacements in all action alternatives would allow for management 
of snags and down wood at the 50% to 80% tolerance level or higher for white-headed woodpecker and closer 
to the 50% tolerance level for pileated woodpecker. Effects of harvest on future snags and downed wood and 
the effects of snag removal for safety reasons are further discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4. 

 
14-13. DecAID (Mellen et al. 2003) was used to compare both existing conditions and the current direction for snag 

and down log management to the effects of the alternatives. DecAID suggests that the Forest Plan standard for 
snag density lies between the 50% to 80% tolerance level for white-headed woodpecker and well below the 
50% tolerance level for pileated woodpeckers (see Chapter 3 of the FEIS for more information). However, the 
Forest Plan and the Regional Foresters Forest Plan Amendment # 2 provides the standards used for snags and 
downed wood levels needed to provide for 100% potential population levels. The Forest Service would 
monitor post management snag numbers and may mitigate with snag creation in designated areas. Mitigations 
and monitoring for snags are described in FEIS chapter 2. Reintroduction of fire in the ecosystem is expected 
to create a limited number of snags, which should replace those burned. Effects to snags are described in the 
FEIS chapter 4. 

 
14-14. Snag surveys were conducted in this area as disclosed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Only hard snags were 

inventoried in the size classes above the Regional Foresters Amendment #2 minimum size class (15” dbh) 
(DEIS page 3-53). The soft snags would be protected where possible. Mitigations to protect snags are in FEIS 
chapter 2. The effects of snag removal for safety reasons are discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4. Please also see 
response to 14-13. 

 
14-15. Public safety is the overriding concern for the Forest Service and will not be compromised in high public use 

areas such as along roads. Snags around landings and roadways pose a threat to human safety and would be 



Appendix D 

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-74

removed. Since there is no intent to harvest snags, the attempt to avoid them as much as possible would be 
employed. 

 
14-16. This is an unknown at this time. Roadways and potential landing sites have not been inventoried for hazard 

trees. Under the current firewood cutting policy, snags within 150’ of open roads are available to the general 
public for firewood. While the number of snags to be removed for safety reasons is unknown the expected 
effects of this removal are discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4. 

 
14-17. See FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-, which speaks of “the cumulative detrimental effects from project 

implementation and restoration.” The FEIS, chapter 3 fully describes the existing soil conditions. Briefly, soil 
quality standards have been met in about 99% of the units according to the sampling. 

 
14-18. Mitigation does not have to be complete. “Soil quality is maintained when soil compaction, displacement, 

puddling, burning, erosion, loss of organic matter and altered soil moisture regime are maintained within 
defined standards and guidelines.”  FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-1. 

 
14-19. The effects to soil properties are described in the FEIS chapter 4. 
 
14-20. While it is true that ground based logging potentially causes more incidents of root damage compared to 

skyline systems, compliance with the soil quality standards and guides will minimize damage to the soils and 
soil ecosystems (FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-1). The standards and guidelines are designed to 
“manage…lands under ecosystem management principles without permanent impairment of land productivity 
and to maintain or improve soil and water quality.” Refer also to the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
14-21. Existing soil conditions have been assessed by transecting and traversing units (see Soils Existing Conditions, 

Chap. 3). The largest source of soil erosion is from road construction and road travel. Road closures and 
decommissioning of selected roads, where erosion is chronic, would reduce erosion. Soil quality standards have 
been met in about 99% of the units according to the sampling. Soil quality standards would be met by 
application of design features or mitigation measures. See also FEIS chapter 4. 

 
14-22. The Silvies EIS is not a scientific, professional or technical review of the Belsky paper or any other reference 

used. We are not required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1979 to do a scientific, professional or 
technical review of an article that is referenced. 

 
The Silvies DEIS acknowledges that according to Belsky (1996) there is little scientific information to 
substantiate the anecdotal reports that suggest that removal of conifers (Judy Hallisey, USFS, pers. comm.) and 
junipers (Eddleman and Miller, 1992) adjacent to springs can increase spring flows. Belsky though, did not 
provide any scientific evidence to support her claim that removal of conifers and juniper adjacent to springs 
does not increase spring flows; she simply stated her opinion. 

 
14-23. This is not a substantive comment because it is not a site-specific issue, concern or question concerning the 

Silvies DEIS.  These paragraphs are a word for word copy of the abstract and article of “Viewpoint: Western 
juniper expansion: Is it a threat to arid northwestern ecosystems” by A. Joy Belsky published in the January 
1996 Journal of Range Management.  

 
14-24. See response to comment 3-5.  
 

Lack of herbaceous cover is not a limiting factor in reestablishing a mosaic of vegetation structure in most of 
the Silvies Project Area. The limiting factor is the window of opportunity when a light intensity fire can be 
reintroduced where it will accomplish a mosaic burn objective under current fuel loads. 

 
14-25. Appendix D of the BE/BA and the expanded discussion of lynx in the BE/BA describe lynx habitat and the 

rationale for determination of effects. This information is summarized in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS. The 
BE/BA cites several scientific references about the distribution of lynx in Oregon and surrounding states. The 
BE/BA also states the records of the confirmed lynx findings in Oregon. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Region 6 and the Malheur National Forest concur on the habitat classifications for lynx illustrated in Appendix 
D of the BE/BA. As discussed in the BE/BA and Chapter 4 of the FEIS, the Silvies watershed/project area 
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does not provide enough habitat to sustain a lynx home range. Throughout all versions of lynx habitat analysis, 
the Silvies Canyon project area was never in an LAU and was never considered to be lynx habitat because of 
the lack of adequate habitat. In addition, this project area is not within or adjacent to a Malheur LAU or any 
other LAUs because the Ochoco National Forest does not have LAUs. The closest significant area of possible 
lynx habitat is located over 22 miles to the north. 

 
As discussed in the BE/BA, many of the lynx records in the contiguous United States, including Oregon, are of 
transient animals that dispersed during cyclic population increases. Animals that are considered “dispersing” 
and found in unsuitable habitat are considered lost from the metapopulations; therefore, they are unlikely to 
survive unless they return to the boreal forest (USF&WS 2000). In all alternatives, should dispersing lynx move 
through the area, they could use the connectivity corridors left to connect late and old stands, as required by 
the Forest Plan. 

 
14-26. The BE/BA (Appendix C of the FEIS) thoroughly describe habitat, distribution, status and records of lynx in 

Oregon, and the effects and determination of the proposed project on lynx and lynx habitat. Please also see the 
response to comment 14-24. 

 
14-27. See response to comment 14-25. 
 
14-28. The BE/BA clearly defines the difference between confirmed and unconfirmed sightings on pages 8 & 9. A 

“very good” sighting does not constitute a confirmed sighting. Please refer to literature by Ruggiero 1999 and 
Verts and Carraway 1998 on lynx sightings in Oregon; these references were cited in BE/BA pages 8-9. 

 
14-29. 14-29. See response to comment 14-25. 
 
14-30. We agree that the majority of natural fires did not occur in the spring but some did. With 50 to 100 years of fire 

suppression we now have unnatural fuel loading. Until we reduce this unnatural fuel loading, prescribed 
burning during the time of year when historical fires usually occurred is not possible with the same results as 
historical fires. If we burned during the time of year when most historical fires occurred we would kill most of 
the trees in the forest and burn up most of the large woody material. Eventually, after the introduction of 
prescribed burning and the resulting reduction in fuel loading, when natural fires occur they can be left to burn 
naturally.  

 
14-31. The purpose and need for action has been updated in the FEIS chapter 1. Sustainability of vegetation was also 

described in FEIS chapters 3 and 4. 
 
14-32. It is unclear to which 22 habitats Tiedemann, Klemmedson, and Bull were referring.  Johnson and Clausnitzer 

had 18 subalpine fir plant associations (and communities) and 25 Grand fir plant associations (and 
communities).  We have no subalpine fir in this area, and none of the subalpine fir plant association has a 
ponderosa pine component (Plant Associations of the Blue and Ochoco Mountains by Johnson and 
Clausnitzer, 1992, Table of contents and pages 25-43, 45-79). Of the 25 Grand Fir plant associations only nine 
occur on the Emigrant Creek RD, and of these, only five occur in the project area. Of the five plant 
associations (communities) that occur in the project area, by far the three most common ones are Grand 
fir/pinegrass plant association (ABGR/CARU), Grand fir/elk sedge plant association (ABGR/CAGE), and 
Grand fir/heartleaf arnica plant association (ABGR/ARCO). These three often had a seral ponderosa pine 
overstory that was burned by periodic surface fires (Plant Associations of the Blue and Ochoco Mountains by 
Johnson and Clausnitzer, 1992, p72, 74, 75). 

 
14-33. Kimmins (1987) states, “Most investigations have concluded that medium to long (80-120 years) rotating 

harvesting of temperate forests in which only stems are removed poses little threat of site nutrient depletion. It 
is short rotations combined with intensive biomass utilization that may create problems of reduced soil 
fertility” (Kimmins. 1987). 

 
“When fire oxidizes organic compounds, elements that form anions (e.g., N, P, and Cl) are lost in much greater 
quantities than elements such as Ca, K, and Mg, which form cations.” “In cooler fires, most of the elemental 
content of the burned material remains on site.” The objective of fuel treatments is to reduce large high 
intensity wildfires. “In very hot fires with high fire induced winds and a strong convection column, most of the 
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ash and the nutrients contained therein may be removed from the site” (J.P. Kimmins. 1987. Forest Ecology. 
Macmillan Publishing Company). 
 
Due to the build up of forest floor residues we now have higher site productivity than historically. Under No 
Action a stand replacement fire is likely and would move forest site productivity to or below historic levels. By 
actively managing the sites through thinning and prescribed burning, site productivity would be maintained at 
or above historic levels. 

 
14-34. There is always a potential to affect the long-term site productivity of this area regardless of whether or not we 

choose to actively manage it. The potential of having a high intensity wildfire is greater if we choose not to 
manage the area, and so the potential to adversely affect the long-term site productivity is greater with the no 
action alternative than the other action alternatives. 

 
14-35. Historically, the project area was maintained within a low-severity fire regime by frequent low intensity fire on a 

5-23 year cycle. Prescribed burning is being reintroduced to mimic this process. Effects on wildlife should 
include enhanced habitat for species that developed in this type of fire regime, but might tend to select against 
wildlife species that have benefited due to the era of fire suppression and associated changes to habitat because 
of this fire exclusion. This EIS was prepared, in part, to analyze the effects of a large-scale prescribed burn 
project on wildlife. See Chapter 4 of the FEIS for that discussion. 

 
14-36. These issues were not raised during scoping; consequently, they were not addressed in the DEIS. These 

sections in the FEIS have been updated. 
 
14-37. Approximately 15 miles of temporary road were proposed under Alternatives Two and Four, and eight miles 

under Alternative Five (see DEIS pages 2-40 to 41). This information has been updated in the FEIS chapter 2 
to 2.8 miles in Alternative Five, and 3.5 miles under Alternatives Two, Four, Seven and Seven a. No new 
construction of permanent roads is planned for any activities within the Silvies Watershed. See also response to 
comment 12-25. Roads would be closed after use and reseeded, reducing the potential for long-term effects to 
wildlife based on use by humans, fragmentation, and loss of forage (FEIS, Chapter 4). 

 
14-38. Road densities and effects have been categorized by subwatershed and management area (see Table 4-14, DEIS 

page 4-70). Appendix A, page A-19, discloses roads proposed for closure or decommissioning. The purpose for 
the closure is stated, but the factors affecting wildlife in most cases are unknown. No data has been collected 
on the effects of specific roads in the project area. 

 
14-39. The Malheur National Forest Noxious Weed Management EA (Environmental Assessment Noxious Weed 

Control Malheur National Forest June 26, 2000) has an inventory of the area. This document identifies that the 
Forest may treat 65 sites in the Silvies Canyon Watershed. An additional 12 sites have been documented and 
are identified for manual treatment under all of the action alternatives. See FEIS chapter 2. 

 
14-40. Malheur National Forest has a weed treatment strategy, which is identified in the Environmental Assessment 

Noxious Weed Control Malheur National Forest June 26, 2000.  This project’s proposals are designed to meet 
that strategy. See also the FEIS chapter 2 for design criteria and mitigation measures for noxious weeds. 

 
14-41. All were incorporated in the FEIS chapter 2. 
 

It is not feasible to require the pressure washing of every vehicle that goes through the Forest. It is reasonable 
to include the types of preventative measures identified in the FEIS chapter 2. Even requiring washing of 
vehicles would not stop the dispersal of noxious weeds already present in the project area. 

 
14-42. Not all trees over 21 inches would be cut. Aspen regenerates mainly by vegetative clonal sprouting. The aspen 

stems are usually short lived, but most clones in the Great Basin survive hundreds or even thousands of years; 
one literature source states aspen clones can be as old as 8,000 years (Debyle and Winiur, 1985).  Most 
ponderosa pines in this area are less than 300 years old. We agree that aspen can co-exist with conifers, but due 
to past fire exclusion practices, increases in ungulate foraging, and the lack of recognition of the importance 
and the decline of this key component of the ecosystem, our aspens stands tend to be in poor shape. In this 
watershed there are probably between 100 and 200 aspen clones (not individual aspen stems) while the number 
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of ponderosa pine trees number in the hundreds of thousands. Some of these aspen clones only have a couple 
of live trees. Each year we probably lose several clones. Historically, fire would regenerate these clones, but 
most of the clones that burned in the recent (last 10 years) high intensity large fires have been lost. 

 
14-43. This has been changed in the FEIS. No commercial harvest is proposed in RHCAs. 
 
14-44. Tables 4-13, 4-14, and 4-16 (DEIS) display the conditions for cover, roads, and habitat effectiveness index. The 

data in these tables has been updated in the FEIS (Chapter 4). The description of the existing condition of 
cover has been expanded in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Cover). As further explained in Chapter 3, “four 
conditions/actions have determined the extent of existing canopy cover in the Silvies Canyon project area: 
natural conditions (low site potential and past fire history), past harvest, recent growth of trees in formerly non-
forested areas, and increased stocking and changes in tree species composition due to past treatment or lack of 
treatment.” Roads were historically constructed for logging systems. The proposals are to reduce the road 
systems to move toward or comply with forest standards. Effects to big game habitat are explained in FEIS, 
chapter 4. 
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15-1. Forest Road 3100035 was closed under the Forest Plan at the first river crossing and then breached. In 2001 
the road was closed again. This portion of the road that was previously closed is within the Myrtle-Silvies 
Roadless Area. The Preferred Alternative proposes to decommission that portion of the road previously closed.  

The No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Five, Six, and Seven-A 
propose to leave the road open to the first river crossing. Alternatives Three and Four propose to close the 
entire length of the 3100035 road. 

As per 40 CFR 1502.14(a) an agency shall rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives. 
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that 
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. 

The effects of the proposed activities for each alternative are found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.  
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16-1. A more thorough discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is in the FEIS chapter 4. 
 
16-2. Thank you for this question on clarification.  HM = (head-month) the land-use of any livestock over six 

months of age for one month.  The FEIS will use AM (animal-month), which has the same meaning, but is 
more commonly used. 

 
16-3. The Forest Service budget does not allow for a daily patrol of the forest.  Breaches that are reported are 

investigated.  The Law Enforcement Officers encourage anyone seeing vehicles that breach closures to report 
the license plate numbers. The DEIS (page 4-3) discloses how roads are maintained after closure, 
decommissioning, and seasonal closures. See also the FEIS chapters 2, 3, and 4. 

 
16-4. Monitoring of roads is reported annually.  The DEIS (page 2-39) states, “Roads that have been closed or 

decommissioned would be monitored over a five-year period to inspect the effectiveness of the closure or 
decommissioning and hydrologic function of the remaining roadway.  If monitoring determines the closure or 
decommissioning is not effective, it would be corrected to meet objectives.”  This discussion has been updated 
in the FEIS. 

 
16-5. Sediment levels in streams would be monitored through repeated Level II stream surveys with Wolmen pebble 

counts and bank stability ratings. This usually occurs on a five-year cycle. McNeil sampling methods are 
currently being developed at the Forest level for sediment surveys across the forest. Proper Functioning 
Condition ratings, the Silvies Canyon Watershed Analysis and the Silvies Road Analysis also provide data on 
sediment sources that assist with treatment through this project. Refer also to the FEIS monitoring section in 
chapter 2. 

 
16-6. Historic forested vegetation conditions were described in the DEIS pages 3-16 through 3-30 and in Chapter 4. 

Briefly, the forest would be a lot more open due to fewer trees per acre. There would be more western larch 
and aspen and less Douglas-fir, white fir and juniper. The stands would have a higher percentage of ponderosa 
pine than presently. There would be more grasses, forbs, and shrubs in the understory, creating a more diverse 
and complex forest. Throughout the watershed the trees would be much larger.  

 
16-7. We are concerned about these sites too. Both sites are to be protected from management activities (DEIS 

pages 2-26, 3-20, 4-16, 4-36, and 4-38). See also the FEIS chapters 2, 3, and 4. 
 
16-8. The project proposes to restore about 147 acres of aspen stands in the RHCAs. Removing conifer and juniper 

trees would mimic disturbances that previously occurred by fire. This type of restoration would move aspen 
stands towards their HRV. 

 
About one acre of cottonwood stands would be treated at two known sites within the RHCAs. Treating and 
protecting these sites would protect this important part of the ecosystem. 

 
No harvest or harvest related activities would occur in RHCAs. This includes the use of landings and skidding 
logs across streams. 
 
Between nine and 17 miles of road would be treated within the RHCAs. This includes 2-12 miles of 
decommissioned roads, and 5-11 miles of closed roads, depending on the alternative selected. Treating these 
roads would reduce sediment input into streams and restore the natural function of the floodplain. 
 
Landscape scale fuels treatment activities would occur in 12 different burn blocks, including portions of 2869 
acres located within RHCAs. Ignitions would not occur in the RHCAs, but low intensity ground fire would be 
allowed to creep into RHCAs in a mosaic pattern; therefore, the actual acres burned would be significantly less 
than 2869 acres in RHCAs identified through the burn blocks. This type of fire would mimic natural fires that 
historically occurred in riparian areas and would move these areas towards HRV. 

 
About five noxious weed sites have been identified in RHCAs and would be treated by hand pulling. 
Eliminating weeds would allow native species to repopulate these sites and move them toward HRV. 
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16-9. The DEIS (pgs. 4-8 to 4-10) states “Currently the Myrtle Canyon portion of the roadless area is at very high 
risk of a high intensity wildfire and protecting it from such a fire would be almost impossible within the steep 
canyon. Access within the canyon is limited. A stand replacement fire could drastically affect the natural 
integrity of the roadless area, and wildlife and fish habitat…there would be indirect burning in Myrtle Creek 
and West Myrtle Creek portions of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. Indirect burning would occur by allowing 
fire to back down, off the rim into Myrtle and West Myrtle Creek canyons. This indirect burning would occur 
in the late fall to create a fire line for the burning of fuel blocks 2, 5, and 10. Due to late fall conditions, this 
creeping-smoldering type fire should not creep far from the rim. By burning fuel blocks 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10, a fuel 
break would be formed around the Myrtle Creek portion of the roadless area.” What this is referring to is that 
treating the fuels in fuel blocks 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10, which surround the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area, would 
essentially create an area with lower fuels (fuel break). This section in the FEIS has been updated. 
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17-1. Design criteria and mitigation measures were listed on pages 2-37 and 38, and effects were evaluated on pages 
4-49 through 52 of the DEIS. All fuels activities would be coordinated with permittees through the District 
Range Specialist. See also the FEIS chapter 2 design criteria and mitigation measures. 
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18-1. The DEIS analyzed three alternatives including the No Action alternative that proposed no commercial harvest 
activities. The FEIS analyzes eight alternatives, including three (Alternatives One – No Action, Three and Six) 
that propose no commercial harvest or commercial post and pole sales. Alternatives Three and Six propose 
restoration activities, including road closures, spring, cottonwood, and aspen restoration, noxious weed 
treatment, and fuels treatments. Effects of these alternatives as well as the other five are analyzed for effects to 
all resources and areas of concern, including socio-economics. 

 
18-2. Forest plans establish goals and objectives identifying the mix of activities and uses that maximizes net public 

benefits. The determination of net benefits includes assessment of market and non-market resource uses and 
values both quantitatively and qualitatively. This analysis is done at the forest planning scale, where the mix of 
activities across a large landscape can be assessed and measured. Forest plans include standards and guidelines 
intended to prevent or mitigate adverse effects to both the socioeconomic and physical environments. These 
standards and guidelines are requirements for subsequent projects. The Malheur Land and Resource 
Management Plan FEIS (1990), as amended by the Regional Forester (1995) is the applicable forest plan. 

 
Project-level environmental analysis is used to assure that projects are consistent with forest plan goals, 
objectives, and standards and guidelines, as well as to disclose environmental effects and assure informed 
decisionmaking. Economic analysis is used in project planning when needed to assess the costs and benefits of 
different alternatives. Such an analysis is provided in the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon 
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).. However, in 
the absence of new information, decisions made at the forest plan level, including the mix of activities found to 
maximize net public benefits, are not reconsidered. Your letter does not identify any specific adverse economic 
effects directly associated with this project. In this situation, therefore, reconsideration of forest plan decisions 
at the project level is inappropriate. 

 
18-3. See response to comment 18-2. 
 
18-4. See response to comment 18-1. 
 
18-5. The DEIS page 4-44 states that “Timber harvesting would have little affect on slash levels, as the trees would 

be whole tree yarded to landings.” “Precommercial thinning would have a short term negative effect of 
increasing slash levels. An estimated 30 to 50 tons per acre of slash would be created after precommercial 
thinning. This slash would be either hand piled or grapple piled the same field season or the following field 
season. Burning of piles would take place no later than the second field season after piling.” See also the FEIS 
chapter 4. 

 
18-6. See response to comment 12-28. Effects to proposed, endangered, threatened, and sensitive (PETS) species, 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) and other species of concern, including neotropical migratory birds, have 
been analyzed and are disclosed in the FEIS, chapter 4 and the BE/BA (Appendix C). In addition, the Malheur 
Forest Plan, as amended, was designed to meet the requirements of maintaining viable populations (219.19), 
and diversity (219.26). Since the Silvies project was designed to meet the Forest Plan standards, as amended, for 
connectivity, the project itself meets these requirements. 
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Please feel free to call or write me for additional information. Tribal members enjoyed the field trip and meeting your staff.

Sincerely,

file:///C|/WINDOWS/TEMP/~LWF0000.htm [8/4/2003 11:18:30 AM]
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1-1. The statement referred to on page 1-2 was describing the scope of the reanalysis and that not all items 
discussed in the DEIS would be reevaluated. Culture is part of the socio-economics discussion. Paiute tribal 
culture and needs were discussed in the SDEIS pages 2-3 thru 2-5, 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-16, 3-3 thru 3-7, and 
3-14. See also the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social 
and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
1-2. No further wilderness study is planned at this time. Inventories to consider areas that might be eligible for 

wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision.  The Malheur Forest Plan revision process is 
due to start in fiscal year 2004.  The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest Service Handbook 
1909.12 – Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7. If the Malheur National Forest 
does further wilderness reevaluation of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area, the Burns Paiute Tribe would be 
involved. 

 
1-3. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 

1-4. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 
record for this project. 

 
1-5. In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of 

the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and 
Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
1-6. Thank you for your comment; this will be included in the FEIS. 
 
1-7. Thank you for your comment, the Malheur National Forest will coordinate with the Burns Paiute Tribe when 

prescribe burning. 
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2-1. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 
record for this project. 
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3-1. We regret the time it is taking to complete the Silvies EIS. However, the legally required analysis process is 
lengthy. On the average it has been estimated that the EIS process requires 27 months to complete, barring 
significant unforeseen delays. We have had a couple of delays including the need to develop and release a 
supplement to the DEIS as well as some administrative delays beyond our control. 
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4-1. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 
record for this project. 

 
4-2. Alternative 2 is the proposed action as was used to solicit comments from the public. In the DEIS, the 

Preferred Alternative was the vegetation treatments from Alternative 4 and the road treatments from 
Alternative 10. In the FEIS, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative 7. Regulations specify an agency to 
“identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in a draft statement and 
identify such alternative in the final statement” (40 CFR 1502.14(e)) (DEIS page 2-30). 
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5-1. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 propose precommercial thinning by manual methods in two potential bald eagle 
roost stands. Slash in these stands would be hand piled and burned. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 propose 
spring restoration on two springs in the Roadless Area. Thinning of conifers around springs would be done 
manually, fencing and developing springs would all occur through manual methods. Prescribed burning would 
be accomplished in the Silvies River portion and would occur through aerial ignition. Alternatives 1 and 7a 
propose none of these activities in Roadless areas. See also the FEIS chapter 4 for effects to the Myrtle-Silvies 
Roadless Area. 

 
5-2. The literature cited section of the FEIS has been updated. 
 
5-3. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
5-4. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
5-5. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
5-6. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
5-7. Drought and other climatic factors are primary causes of large-scale fires however ground and ladder fuels and 

topography are also contributing factors. We have no control over drought and other climatic factors and 
topography. We can however control ground and ladder fuels. Refer also to the purpose and need for action in 
the FEIS chapter 1. 

 
5-8. Thank you for your comment; refer also to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. 
 
5-9. An alternative that proposed utilizing prescribed fire for fuel reduction without thinning, similar to the Sand 

Creek Ecosystem Restoration Project and the Dry Forest Strategy by the Wenatchee National Forest, was 
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Refer also to the FEIS chapter 2. 

 
5-10. Forest Service Handbook 2409.18 provides direction to analyze financial efficiency and, if needed, economic 

efficiency to identify the most efficient alternative that achieves the desired objectives of the project.  
Consideration of the proposal that maximizes net public benefits is an important consideration of the decision-
making process. 

 
An economic efficiency analysis was completed that focused on identifiable and quantifiable ecosystem benefits 
and costs for each alternative in terms of the present net value (benefits minus costs) to assess which alternative 
comes nearest to maximizing net public benefits (36 CFR 219.3). See pages S32-S33, DEIS Summary; pages1-
22 to 1-23, 3-42 to 3-46, and 4-56 to 4-61, DEIS.  It was mentioned in the introduction to the SDEIS that both 
documents would be needed to give a total picture of the social and economic impacts. The SDEIS addresses 
additional non market values and social effects.  This discussion on quantifiable and non-quantifiable measures 
will be further expanded in the FEIS. 

 
5-11. This section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 

Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). A number of economists and recreation specialists 
at both state and federal levels were contacted prior to the economic analysis in attempts to determine the 
economic effects of project level management upon recreation at the local (county) level. There are no known 
studies that relate to this scale. As stated in the analysis, project level management effects are usually not 
measurable beyond the local county level due to the size and dilution factor of the state and regional 
economies. Coefficients developed at national, regional, or sub regional basis are usually not applicable in 
determining economic effects at local levels as they include disparate situations that often do not reflect local 
conditions. For example, ICBEMP and regional recreation figures include contributions of destination 
recreation areas such as Bend, Owyhee Reservoir or the Columbia Gorge, which do not match the local 
conditions. Project effects on recreation were evaluated, but analysis showed less than 1/10 of a job was 
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potentially affected, so a zero was shown.  The approach described in your letter was considered, but not used 
in this analysis, as reliable recreation visitor day data is unavailable.  The Forest Service has recognized this need 
for better recreation use data and a national effort is underway to sample recreation use on National Forest 
lands. The Malheur National Forest is scheduled to begin recreation use sampling in 2003. 

 
5-12. The Wilderness Society study, Economic Values of Protecting Roadless Areas in the United States by Loomis 

and Richardson, The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging by Talberth and Moskowitz and the 
Southwick and Associates Study have been considered, however many of the activities and situations described 
in these references are either not applicable to local conditions or don’t match the type of activities proposed in 
this analysis. Some of the benefits claimed for roadless areas in the Loomis and Richardson article also occur in 
roaded or actively managed areas as well.  For example, soil carbon sequestration increases with saw log 
harvesting, and long term (10 years) following fire. The greatest results were due to increases in nitrogen fixing 
vegetation. (Johnson, Dale W. and Peter S. Curtis, Effects of Forest Management on Soil C and N Storage: 
Meta Analysis. Forest Ecology and Management 140 (2001) 227-238).  Nitrogen fixing vegetation is typically 
greatly reduced under overstocked timber conditions and dense tree canopies, such as found in the Myrtle 
Silvies Roadless Area, as well as other areas with overstocked timber stands within the Silvies analysis area. 

 
5-13. See response to comment 5-11. Also refer to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social 

and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
5-14. See response to comment 5-12. 
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6-1. This section of the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003) and the Silvies Canyon Project Cultural Resource 
Report. 

 
6-2. Consultation did occur and was documented in the DEIS page 1-19. This section in the FEIS has been 

updated. During the DEIS development consultation was done with Ms. Linda Reed-Jerofke. With recent 
personnel losses at the Tribal Offices, we have asked the Tribal Council to confirm the process they wish to 
use for consultation. 

 
6-3. This type of information is generally not shared outside the Burns Paiute tribe. 
 
6-4. The SDEIS attempted to disclose effects of reduced road systems on needs of Tribal members. This discussion 

will be expanded in the FEIS chapter 4. Refer also to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).  

 
6-5. Most of the issues mentioned had been previously identified in consultation with Tribe on this project. Further 

study of the area as wilderness has never been part of this project. The subject came up only as a result of 
contacts with environmental interests during scoping for this project. 

 
6-6. This section in the FEIS will be updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 

Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
6-7. The SDEIS attempted to describe the high importance of subsistence activities by both Paiute and non-Paiute 

members of the local communities.  This distinction will be better made in the FEIS, see also response to 
comment 6-6. The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are fully disclosed in the FEIS chapter 4 see also the Silvies 
Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
6-8. In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of 

the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and 
Effects (June 1, 2003). 
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7-1. This has been updated in the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project 
FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-2. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-3. The effects to soils, wildlife, hydrology, fisheries, and water quality are fully described in the FEIS chapter 4. 
 
7-4. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-5. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-6. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-7. Thank you for your comment, the FEIS chapter 3 describes the existing fuel conditions and chapter 4 describes 

the effects of our proposed actions. 
 
7-8. Thank you for your comment. The existing vegetation condition has been described in the FEIS chapter 3. 

Existing soil conditions are also described in the FEIS chapter 3, briefly, soil quality standards have been met in 
about 99% of the units according to the sampling. 

 
7-9. Refer to response to comment 5-9. 
 
7-10. Refer to response to comment 5-9. 
 
7-11. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-12. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-13. The purpose and need statement in the FEIS chapter 1 has been updated. The statement in the SDEIS pg 2-19 

par. 4 refers to the small round wood (less than 10 inches dbh) that is abundant in the forest. Refer to the 
SDEIS pg 2-18 par. 1. This section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed 
Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-14. These sections in the FEIS have been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project 

FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). Generally, people who prefer roaded access 
would be better served by the Alternative that has the most open roads. Effects to roaded access are fully 
described in the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
7-15. The effects to the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area are fully described in the FEIS chapter 4. 
 
7-16. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-17. The effects of each alternative are described in the FEIS chapter 4. Forest Service budgets, especially in Region 

6 continue to be reduced every year. With a reduction in budgets, fewer projects get funded each year. See also 
response to comments 5-9 and 5-10. Refer also to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). You are correct, there is no guarantee the money 
spent on preparing the sale will be recouped. The purpose and need for action in the FEIS chapter 1 has been 
revised and describes the need for action. 
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7-18. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. Refer also to response to comment 
7-21. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and 
Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-19. Yes, it is possible to close many roads while still ensuring good access. However, when roaded access is very 

important to certain groups like the elderly, mobility impaired and the Burns Paiute Tribe, and these groups do 
not specific exactly which roads they use, then the alternative that provides the most open roads would benefit 
these groups the most. See also the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS 
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-20. Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. In the FEIS, Alternatives 2, 4, 5, 7 

and 7a would make firewood available that Alternatives 1, 3 and 6 would not. See also the Silvies Canyon 
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-21. The strength of the economy not only affects the average worker and businesses in the community, it also 

affects low income and minorities (Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic 
Conditions and Effects, June 1, 2003).  See also the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
7-22. Commercial harvesting, precommercial thinning, prescribed burning, post and pole sales, juniper reduction, 

noxious weed treatments, aspen restoration, cottonwood restoration and spring restoration are all activities that 
would aid in making forest resources sustainable over the long term. See also the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. 

 
7-23. Thank you for your comment, see also the response to comment 5-9. 
 
7-24. The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are described in the FEIS chapter 4. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-25. The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are described in the FEIS chapter 4. See also the Silvies Canyon 

Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-26. The SDEIS pg. 3-7 par. 7 states, “Alternatives that improve watersheds and bring vegetation back into 

sustainable conditions potentially increase hydrologic function and subsurface water movement, and thus 
would benefit aquifers and streams in the long term.” See also the FEIS chapter 4. 

 
7-27. Current vegetation conditions within the project area are not sustainable. A stand replacement fire is probable. 

See also response to comments 5-9 and 5-10. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 for more information on 
vegetation condition. Effects to air quality in the FEIS chapter 4 have been updated. 

 
7-28. Thank you for your comment, in the absence of site-specific information we cannot properly respond to this 

comment. Refer to the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and 
Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 

 
7-29. Any of the local mills could submit a bid for commercial harvesting contracts. 
 
7-30. There is no guarantee that local loggers and other workers would be hired. 
 
7-31. See the response to comment 5-9 and 5-10. 
 
7-32. See the response to comment 5-9. Also refer to the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed 

Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). 
 
7-33. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 
7-34. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative 

record for this project. 
 



James Kelly




Appendix D 

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-133 

8-1. No response necessary. 
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9-1. No response necessary. 
 


